contributions. Undoubtedly conference books should make an effort to reach a wider audience if they wish to continue to be published (albeit with delays).
The article by Moerner on the Hispanicamerican hacienda, however, partially provides a general introduction to the CLACSO book, but since it was largely written before the symposium it deals only marginally with just a few articles in the book. Without diminishing the specialized contribution to knowledge of most articles, it is the articles by Moerner and by Wolf and M i n t z that might give the book a wider interest, as their essays help towards the understanding of some of the key features and dynamics of the large landed estate which has dominated agrarian society for centuries. Moerner has an outstanding ability for presenting in an objective, comprehensive and yet concise manner the key debates surrounding the hacienda system. He limits on purpose, though, his analysis to the origins and initial development of the hacienda as most of the literature deals with that period. (In this sense the book edited by K. D u; n c a n and I. Rutledge, Land and Labour in Latin America: Essays in the Development of Agrarian Capitalism in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1977 , is complementary to the CLACSO book as it deals only with the postcolonial period.)
The typological article by Eric Wolf and Sidney M i n t z "Haciendas and Plantations in Mesoamerica and the Antilles" has already become a classic since its original publication in English in 1957. Its translation into Spanish was long overdue and rectifies a serious omission for which readers who only speak Spanish will be grateful. Nevertheless the editors should have given the opportunity to W o 1 f and M i n t z to rewrite this article. Alternatively they could have asked somebody else to write a commentary paper. Many articles have been published since 1957 (as well as unpublished Ph. D. dissertations) which refer to Wolf's and M i n t z ' s typology. Some of them reject altogether their framework while others (most) expand and modify it by elaborating upon essential elements. Thus a new conceptual paper incorporating such new contributions would have greatly enhanced the book's cohesion and explanatory power.
Fortunately Moerner's article makes a comment, though brief, on W o I f' s and Mintz's typology. He seems to express a general consensus of the symposium's participants when he says that the ideal types of hacienda and plantation should be viewed as essentially variations on the same theme -the large landed estate. He argues that the same unit of production could easily evolve from one category to another. Furthermore if one analyses the period before the large scale investments were made in Latin American estates, the distinction between hacienda and plantation becomes even less meaningful 1 .
A new conceptual article could perhaps have helped to overcome certain lack of conceptual rigour in the book. Although the editors classify the articles into one of the three sections on haciendas, estancias and plantations they do not bother to explain the conceptual differences between those categories. One article by Michael Riley on the "prototipo of the hacienda" does not even deal with the hacienda but with the encomienda. Others conflate the concepts of hacienda and plantation as in the case of Ciro F. S. Cardoso's article «La formación de hacienda cafetalera Costarricense en el siglo XIX» and in Schwartz's introduction to the plantation section. I would probably go along with Cardoso's and Schwartz's reasoning for avoiding to make a clear distinction between hacienda and plantation but the trouble is that they don't even bother to explain it. This could lead to confusion in the reader's mind. For example Schwartz speaks of "hacienda azucarera" and Cardoso of "hacienda cafetalera," but both articles are presented in the plantation part.
Some of the book's strengths but also its weaknesses arise from the organizors' list of themes submitted to contributors. That list demands the presentation of data on the institution's economic organization and structure, its relationship with the market, its production, and finally evidence of its economic, social and political influence in the region. As can be readilly observed, such a list has the advantage of forcing authors to seek original statistical material thus enhancing our empirical stock of knowledge. However, most of the data are confined to one particular estate or group of estates during one particular year ') I myself prefer to use the concept of "hacienda system" and I distinguish between various types such as the ' Grundberrschafl" (in which most of the estate's land is cultivated by tenants), the "classical" (when both landlord and tenants cultivate a similar proportion of the estate's land reaching a certain stable interaction between their enterprises) and finally the "Gutswirtschafl* ( or years. We all know the difficulties of constructing long term statistical series and thus the above mentioned limitations are understandable. Indeed the presentation of any data is already a contribution which should be welcomed given the enormous derath of empirical evidence in Latinamerican agrarian history. Some of the data are, however, in certain cases almost too particular and lack relevance. Fortunately, the articles by Brading, Tovar Pinzón and C r a t o n are particularly ridi in significant data even containing a few valuable long term series. Nevertheless those data still raise the problem of how representative a particular estate or group of estates is. In cases where data for only one particular year or years are provided the same problem of representativeness arises. Do the data reflect a typical case and a general trend in the evolution of estates? I hope that the book will encourage researchers to seek further meaningful data so as to be able to answer these and other questions.
This heavy empirical emphasis of most articles often appears to have had the negative effect of distracting authors from attempting to place the data in a wider context and even of adequately interpreting them. Instead of using the empirical evidence for raising some theoretical issues some authors seem to have been content to let the data speak for themselves. In certain cases this results in tedious descriptions; e. g. the article byLópezSarralangue. In a few others it leads to too detailed a presentation of often insignificant data. In order to avoid the excesses of empiricism the organizors should have put forward some key theoretical issues and asked contributors to concentrate their analyses on them.
Perhaps I should not carry my criticisms too far since, fortunately, many papers are problem-oriented and some general themes do emerge. Given the limitations of space imposed on a book review article I am going to select only one of those issues which I consider to be most relevant and to which future research should be directed.
Is the hacienda system a feudal or capitalist institution? This is the theoretical issue which M o e r n e r raises in his article on the Latinamerican hacienda (pp. 40-44) and on which I intend to focus.
One element for answering that question requires the analysis of the relationship between the large landed estate and the market. Contrary to what was commonly thought a decade ago, most of the articles do provide evidence for a substantial concern on the part of estates to produce for the market -even in the colonial period and particularly on the Jesuits' estates. Although the Jesuits' estates were known for their good management, they did not seem to be unique in orientating their production towards the market, according to some of the articles. J. R i 1 e y (p. 272) and M o e r n e r (pp. 42, 370 and 374) even go so far as to argue that in the estates they studied in the Mexican and Peruvian case respectively, these estates were more commercially minded in the 18th century than in the 19th century. This is indeed a challenging proposition which, however, still requires further proof.
The degree of integration of the estate into the market system is by itself an insufficient condition for specifying the feudal or capitalist character of the hacienda. Another feature to be taken into account is the internal organization of the production process, particularly of its labour system. Again most of the articles refer to a greater or lesser extent to this point.
An important aspect of the internal organization of production is the degree of entrepreneurship displayed by the landlord. The question is how far is he in control of the production process and to what extent does he organize it himself. B r a d i n g (p. 128) mentions that about three-quarters of the estate's cultivated land in the Mexican Bajío was cultivated by arrendatarios (tenants). Thus the landlord enterprise (demesne) was of minor importance compared to the lessees' peasant enterprises. Martinez-Alier states that half of the pasture land of the more traditional highland haciendas in Peru were rented by shepherds. M o e r n e r speaks of the widespread existence of yanaconas (tenants) on estate's of the Cuzco region (pp. 365-370), but does not provide data on how much of the haciendas' land and production they controlled. TovarPinzónina study of Jesuit estates in Mexico also ascertains the existence of arrendatarios but these do not seem to be very important as their total rent payments fluctuated between less than 1% to almost 15 %> of landlords 1 profits (p. 203). B a z a n t in his detailed and excellent analysis of the hacienda de Bocas mentions that most peones, arrendatarios and aparceros obtained access -in varying degrees -to the productive resources of the estate. However, the plots of land they cultivated are generally very small (about one-third of a hectare) and, therefore, B a z a n t tends to view not only the peones but also the arrendatarios and most of the aparceros (sharecroppers) as labourers instead of petty rural entrepreneurs. Landlords gave rights of usufruct over a small plot of land as a means of securing a stable supply of labour for their own enter-prise and not as a way of obtaining monetary and kind rents, or even labour rents. All of the peones and arrendatarios received a small wage payment besides a few payments in kind, and thus the implicit labour rent for their tenancies was minimal as wage labourers without a tenancy did not receive a substantially different wage.
Even if most of the estate's land is cultivated by the landlord enterprise we have to look more closely at the latter's labour structure before we can determine whether it is feudal or capitalist. The predominant use of either tenant-labour who are paying labour rents, or of wage labour might suggest the feudal or capitalist nature respectively of the hacienda system. The articles provide ample evidence of the use of both types of labour. However, in many cases in which data on 'wages' are provided, either for permanent or for seasonal labour {peones), we observe that in fact such monetary payments never took place, or only irregularly and consisting of small sums. (That is why one of the authors prefers to speak of a propina (tip) instead of a wage.) Although the 'wages' were often registered in monetary terms in the accounts, they were paid in kind. It seems that more often than not, 'wages' were merely accounting procedures and we should, therefore, beware of confusing them with the wages typical of a capitalist system. This point links up with the discussion about 'debt peonage' of which more further on. As for the use of 'labour rent' labour, although generally not associated with capitalism, we should not confuse it with serfdom and thus feudalism.
This brings us to the wider question of forced or free labour and of the degree of political power possessed by landlords, which is another crucial aspect in the characterization of the estate as either feudal or capitalist. Various articles such as Brading's, J. Riley's, Bauer's, Martínez-Alie r's, and C a r d o s o's among others register the existence of free geographical mobility of estate labour. Particulary Martinez-Alier(p. 442) and C a r d o s o (p. 658) are emphatic in denying the existence of serfdom. Other articles such as Semo and Pedrero's, and Taylor's amongst others stress, on the contrary, the prevalence of 'debt peonage' and that this medianism tied labour to the estate. Nevertheless the practice of 'debt peonage' did not occur in all countries or regions during all periods. Furthermore some authors like B r a d i n g and TovarPinzón mention that, on the contrary, quite often the estate was in debt to the labourers. This latter evidence and especially the fact that sometimes labourers left the estate without having paid their debts (and landlords did not make serious efforts to recapture them) makes it possible to argue that perhaps 'debt peonage' should be considered as a pecuniary incentive system to attract labour, particularly in regions in whidi it was scarce. For example Taylor (p. 92) mentions that one landlord in Oaxaca offered generous payments in advance to labour so as to attract it to work on his estate. But he also points out that if voluntary methods of recruiting labour failed, landlords did not hesitate to use force to get it (p. 93).
An argument similar to the one which considers 'debt peonage' as a pecuniary incentive system has been put forward by Martínez-Al i e r in relation to labour-rent tenancies. He argues that these amount to a system of rational economic incentives for procuring labour and are more akin to capitalist methods than to those of serfdom. There is some evidence widi goes towards supporting this position, but it is by no means conclusive. Some studies show that standards of living of resident labour within the estate were often higher than those of non-resident temporary wage labourers and even those of smallholders outside the estate (B a z a n t, p. 325). If landlords had had complete political power over peasants, as in feudalism, it is very unlikely that standards of living of their resident labour would have been higher than those of their non-resident labour. This seems to give some credibility to M a r t í n e z -A 1 i e r's proposition, but undoubtedly further research needs to be undertaken.
Finally it is essential to view the "feudalism or capitalism" question within a dynamic and historical context. Few of the articles attempt to study the logic and the changes through the history of the hacienda system. It is surprising to discover this in a book written after all by historians. There are of course exceptions, and one of these is the article written by Martinez-Alier who (is it a coincidence?) is not an historian. He is particularly concerned in studying the efforts at modernization of some enterprising sheep estates in central highland Peru since 1930.
Martinez-Alier finds that the concern of landlords, and especially of their administrators, at increasing the efficiency of their sheep farms encounters strong resistence from the shepherds. The introduction of new technological methods requires a change in the labour structure, i. e. the substitution of wage labour for tenant labour. Thus, far from wanting to perpetuate serfdom, these modernizing estates wanted to introduce capitalist wage relationships. It was the tenants who strongly resisted this capitalist modernization, understandably, perhaps, as they would lose access to the estate's pasture land for their flocks of sheep. Martinez-Alier convincingly argues that patterns of capitalist development tends to result in a process of proletarianization of the shepherds which goes through various stages from arrendatario de pastos (rentier of pastures), arrendatario-pastor (rentiershepherd), huacchillero (shepherd with usufruct rights to pastures) to, finally, asalariado-pastor (wage shepherd). He Carefully analyses (albeit briefly) the reasons for this process which involves the complex interaction of factors like changes in the market, in technology, in availability of labour, and in political power of landlords 2 .
B r a d i n g and Moemer refer also to the efforts of landlords to modernize their estates but present only one particular aspect of the process of proletarianization. Bra ding (pp. 128-130) describes most interestingly how towards the end of the 18th century in the Bajío region of Mexico the bargaining power of landlords became stronger due to increasing abundance of labour. Landlords diminished some of the rights of tenants to productive resources of the estate, demanded monetary payments for the use of them and paid them a lower wage as partial compensation for their labour services thereby indirectly increasing the tenants' rents as well. Tenants used their reduced wages for paying their new monetary rents and, by relying increaslingly on their wage income, progressively lost their tenant nature. In some cases more non-resident temporary wage labour was used. Moerner (pp. 370-371) in his article on Cuzco haciendas mentions how due to the increasing value of the land and excess of labour during the 20th century the tenant system (colonato) became irrational for modernizing landlords. Landlords expelled the excess tenant labour and imposed more severe conditions on the remainder thus diminishing their productive capacity -if the system of colonato was maintained at all. Thus it was the tenants who struggled to retain their access to productive resources of the estate and it was the landlords who, far from wanting to restrict their mobility, actually expelled them! This is not at all a plea in favour of feudalism but a reminder to students of Latinamerican agrarian history of the misery that often accompanies capitalist development. Tenants who managed a peasant household economy together with their family members often had much to lose by becoming proletarians. This explains the paradox of many conflicts between peasants and landlords in which the former apparently struggled to retain "feudalism" an the latter to introduce "capitalism*. Those social scientists who argue against "oppressive feudalism" and in favour of "progressive capitalism" out of a genuine concern for the "serfs", unwittingly support the increased exploitation and oppression of the peasants by capitalism in dependent countries.
This book certainly constitutes a landmark in the study of Latinamerican agrarian history ajid all students concerned with the topic will have to refer to it. Undoubtedly it succeeds in presenting a wealth of information and insights about the large landed estate. Nevertheless historians ought to go beyond the mere display of knowledge and should attempt to theorize on the patterns of chance of the hacienda system. Only if they do this will they succeed in furthering our understanding of haciendas, estancias and plantations.
